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ABSTRACT ‘ » ) : ) .o
) A review of the literature indicates the recent
‘popularity of student evaluation of faculty in (1) providing feedback
to faculty so that they can modlfy or improve their 1nstructlon. (2) .
) acquiring information to be used in evaluatlng faculty,:and in making
tenure apd*promotion decisions; (3) acquiring information to be
dissepinated ‘to students so that they can make course and curriculum
choices. In spite of the high number of evaluation. instruments
produaced in recent years, . few have ‘specifically beéen geared to the
theoretical model df instruction being applied in the couprse’ to be 0
. evaluated. In order.to alleviate this probléam, a new student . Con
- avaluation instrument--The Student Assessment of Systematic
. Instruction (SASI)is being developed at College of the Mainland. The
: " proposed instrument divides the evaluation into six categories: the
; organization and structure of learning, the quality of learning
materials, students' perception of the value of course content,
students! perception of their own personal growth, guality of
teaching, and quality of student-teacher interaction. Students are
askéd to rate the section in which they are enrolled in relation to e
other sections in the same course, department, division, and college; =~ '
and to explain what reasons they have for their rating. Results will .
be reported by computer, and a’'sample computer printout is appended,,
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‘ HISTORICAL USES FOR STUDENT EVALUATION T

L

v The notion that it m1ght in some way be useful or at least 1ntcrcst1ng,

to séek out information from students concérning what they think about the

<

current instructional experiences in which they are involved is far from new.

'

Centuries ago such

-4

-

-

data;mas not only sought out, but was in some instances

- .
.

used for purposes wh

ich involved the levying of fines upon faculty members

(Rashde}l,.1936). At Amerlcgn universi:

severe, studént ratings of‘tqachefs“were"belng collected"1n*ﬂxcess~ot~a0 years-—rw~m«~vﬁ

ago (Centra, 1972). Rather extensive h

movement have bcen compiled elsewhere (Werdell,

.
»

-purposes for gatherlng student. evaluatlons have

ties, while the results were not as

-~

3

jstories of the student cvaluation

1967, Ebel, 1970).. The

ranged f%om pure intellectual

éuriousity to the aforementioned seeking of ev:dcnce to be used in metxng

out subseq%fnt punishment td\d11atory.1nstructors.

-

For the most part'however,

categories of purposes in accumulat1ng student ratings of instruction can
. ’ N

i

They involve °1) provision of feedback to faculty-with a

~ / . . LY - o -
-  ‘view toward modification and improvement of instruction, 2) acquistion of
S S * ‘ .
; information to be.used tbeévaluate faculty-in some manner .and to make decisions
. .
T witir e ggmg;ffnwzn@_flnﬁTRr personnel concerns, and 3) dis-
' <
f simination to students of data thought to be htlpful as they make LhOlCLS )
X ~ : .
o :
! viz a viz various course offerings and currLculum optlons (McK rachie, et al., 1975)
i ) .
A i %
} » -
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It has been pointed out elsewhere (Ronan, 1973) that students are cer-

-

tainly in a position to observe at close range a large quantity of teaching
and are in a good position to provide some reactiens to .what they experience.

- - .
“ < .~

This certginl& accounts, at least partially, for the wide spread invéstigation'

-

of student ratings. A few hours spent in a perusal of publication abstracts

from the past fifteen yoars or so will reveal to the revicwer the upsurge in

°

intercst with regard to the tOplC. Though thére is evidence to support thc

idea of at least a temporary decline in the use of student ratings to evaluate

«

faculty (Gustad, 1961, 1967) the overall trend scems to .foreshadow a trend

& .
L] K

of, increased use of student ratings for all three purpose categorics. The

grow1ng scarc1ty of f1nanc1a1 resources for educatlon, the concurrcnt prLessure

e i ® e o A sk b - R

for accountablllby and 51m11ar phenomena are no doubt contrlbutlng to this

»
-’

N

-

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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increasg. Strong‘advocacy for the gathering and use of student ratings
R, . ] '
has also cmerged from thé students themselves (Werdell, 1967), and cven Lrom

.
- 2

faculty. (AAUP, 1974). .

Hd -
’

Though often greeted with initial hostility ﬁy many faculty members, . \

especially when the formulation strategy of the device did not include their

input or where the purposes to which the data will be put are unclcar, or are .

W

P A ° 3
viewed as unacceptable, student ratings will most likely be a part of life in
v e

R

higher education for some considerable time to come. In the majority ol in-
stances, faculty gesﬁbﬁée.probably will follow to a larée degree, the pagre}n ‘
of injtial hostility, gradual acceptance, and eventuai support. found by

Slobiﬂ and Nichols (1989). Costin; Greenough, and Menges (1971) provide

a concise summary of the arguments, set forth by both the supporters and
( X N ‘

opponents of student ratings, particulafl& with respect to their proposed

N

.

role in faculty related decisions by thé administration. .

%

. » .
» .
.
- “
.
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. The approaches used to collect student reactions .to instructional ex- -

.

v * . .
periences, have taken widely divergent paths and the important relationship

v @ - L4
« between the purpose to which the data has t~ be put, and the approach used ,

. v
-

in developing the instrument has not always been clearly thought out. Most
I3 .
instruments have been the result of student groups, individual faculty members &

or departmental committeées. On f.r fewer occasions have the devices been

»
P

the result of concerted work by specialists in educational measurement. -

Overvhelmingly they have been predominately teacher-oriented and have tacticélly

wrt
«

» assumed a very narrow view of the instructional process. It is reported

-

that some of the earliest American studies of student ratings,_done in the

: 1920's by Edwin Guthrie, were accomplished by asking students in‘a. straight S e

forward manner to describe what«they consider& to be the salient qualitics
PR -

&

» Al 'y
of good teaching. Content ana}ysis was then employed to reduce this raw, ¢

data t0 a format useable for presentation to subsequgnt groups of students

. . «

. N < ] i . t .
. who indicated which chatacteristics were applicable to the best teacher with .

whom each had studied (FrcnchlLazovik;;l974). Eveutugily, a spaic was developed "

¥
-

) "L . R .
from this early work which proved to®be the\central technique of measurcment
S N, - ; ,

used in Guthrie's later rescarch op student ratings (Guthrie, 1954). A

- »

variant to this strategy utilizing critical incidents'ﬁns also been attcmpted .

-

(Owen, 1967). While this general strategy has been extremely influential

as judged by its frequent yse in otﬁcr investigations (Smith, 1944, Crawford

and Bradshaw, 1968), it has received criticism on the grounds that it provides

~

insufficient guarantees that all relevant variables have been included and

,. . that it failsgto indicate the relative importance of cach characteristic
4 .
perceived as being involved in good teaching (French-Lazovikk 1974).

\)‘ ‘ e ° ) . 5 .
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. The notion of relying on student self-reflections in order to discover

.what they supposedly value in teaching was avoided by Coffman (195&) wheﬁt
he simply factor analyaed .a student rating device in use with an aim toward
- ~ o 4

,reveallng the central factors wh1ch had resulted in the student raL1ngs

. 4

obtained. While such an appxoach most certalnly spoke to thc inadequacies

L 3
1

-ascribed to the Guthrle strategy, the part1cu1ar device analyzcd contained

relatively £ew items and was rather restricted in the scope of the instruc-

Ld

" tionally related topics covered, Additionally, French-Lazovik (1974)»
; -

. . . >

S X~ . - . P

more useful since it wouldyhave yielded informaticn about how well students’,
» P =
: X g - « ‘,N:t‘ -
eé?imates of teaching effectiveness could in fact be predictted as well as %,
e ————— e ’ ‘. N ) N : ) % ( i.\
revealing the best predictors and their relative impacts R

s 1 - ‘,ﬂ - . >

. . A number of 1nvest1gators have attempted through factor analytic’ tech-"

y N eL - -
niques to survey a w1dc range of instruments and items in order to.retrieve

1
-
. -

the essence of student ratrngs of iustruction. In onc of theffrngst such

o% M

- efforts McKeachie et al. (1964) revmcwed a ]argc numbev of devices UhLCh

®

had been used to collect student racings of courscs and 1nstructors and through

S
0 » §

. factor analysis attempted to.find factors thaL would be consistent across

time as well as across dlffcrent students aud different teachers. Kaisex's

. méthod of studying factor similarities yiclded six -factors meeting such

N

_criteria. Skilfﬂ overload (relating to‘student work), structure, feedback,

. . - © N
gfoup‘interaction, and[student teacher rapport were the labels assigned toj D
the resultant constructs. Similarly Hildebrand, Wilson, and Dienst (1971)

4 +
used a large item pool and through 4iseriminant analysis sought a few factors
. - Y \ . .
which would prove to be the central contributors to the wide divergence of
. < .

ERIC: . - | N

s 6 *

suggests that the application of a prediction model would have proven much -

<
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- student ratings. However methodélogical problems plague such approaches -
T . P ST

* to the problem, whether or.not a prediction model is used as the Eocus of . e -

- ]

- the study. For ehample, large numbers. of varlgb}es are involved,- and nhert - ~ -

. .
. % - e . < « TR

N T is‘substantlal dlqagreﬂmtut among kuowledgeable profassionals not only as o

.ot to cthe ‘ideal size and composxtlon of the item pools to be dxamined but with -
. - . X ° " - . . .1.9‘ -
regard to the most suitable tethniques fqr su sequent data analysis as well. ’

w . . - ’ ’ - -

. .
. . -

S

.

- liaving .examined some 6f the methodological "pluées“ and "minuses' of
) e

v N . 9. .
each investigation, and,subsequently searching [or commonalities among a

* number ofi factdr amalytic studies which attempt to account for extent variance g

*

in student’ ratlngs, T"rench La ovik (1974) coneludes that students scem to

- . - ——— R

. ' - rate_highly instructors who tend Lo bc clear Jn settln" forth what is to'be A
* ’ Py ~r [ . v 4
. learned, who in some unspeci[ied manner bring to 1life or breaden student ® .

k]

interests, and wito btlng abouL increased ‘intellectual activity and higher

- -~ «

v N *
,beneral motivation in studtngc It would seem that such results could be . >
) ‘ © . o S
. achleved -by- dlrftrlng ‘instructional apprdaches, and by faculty members who '
- - N - b o~ J * 1
differ ‘ih style or. personality variables.? : . . s
. e . ' .
® - -

E3

Silberman and Allender (1974) assert that a morve halpful cours¢ of action -

at least from the standpoint of providing fecdback to instructors would be
t$ use a semi-projective technique. Their device. consists of a written
‘ Lesponse [rom students of some fiftecn minutes duﬁation based on the hypothétical -

context oi telling a proSpLCLLVL student about the course. No cgnstraints .

s
*e

or guldellnes are given to influencd the direction or tontent arcas of the - p

‘ student responses and content analysis procedures are used to quantify the

results which are divided into scores for Yevaluative tone" and "input". , .
. L . @ :
. .. b . ’ ]

s
L4

N . ' . . . [ }
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- s - . . ~ - B p . -
This latter score relates. to a personal gvowth dimension Which has so often
‘h . II 7 . - . "

< ad . - 3 N . . -
been seen as being a very desivable but elusive variable on which ro gain
. ) ! .

s -

-4

solid evidence%?ﬂrhe desire of institutions to show some positive change

s ) . N . Q
in student personal growth as a result of organized educatiunal experiences
- - >

. . - . . o '
"appear$ in a deviCQ'develgged by Hartley and llogan (1972) in which this

variable is the concern of half the items. There would seem to be no

~ .

. .

appreciable opposition to gaining such cvidence from student ratings if it °
L4 o . ' ¢

. -

-«

notable for such an attempt.

in fact exists, and this instrument is

Yet another organizational pattern is exemplificd by a-device designed

to fit a wide variety Pﬁ course‘offerings and or£aniZed on what would'seem
. L

to be a "logical elements™ approaéh._éThc:@ACE (Sotklofl and Deubler, 1971)(
contains itéms aimed at &apping six areas o} coufsg’rclatdd ;Limuli? The
.« . ) '.\ "“. .
PsofeSSOr; Text and Readiﬁg§i Eka?inations; Papcr§ and Reports; Recitatién;
ﬁnd Laboratory. ’NoLsoﬁly can'th ihstructor ;eluet ;reas"of the instrumegt
. o . .

'whichtpre‘ﬁmst applicaﬂle to a patticular coursat/but the FACE is noteworthy

4

& - . . . ‘
in its attempt to move away lrom an alwost cxclusive emphasis on iwstructor

» -

-

characteristics and behavior ‘found in the vast majority of devices used to

solicit student ratings. , -t N

Concomitant with the increasing interest in and usce of student ratings

n

N

) . —— . .
has been an inecreased interest onsthe part of commercidl publishers in the

development and distribution of instruments designed to be both usable and

useful in a wide variety of institutions and instructional gontexts. Perhaps
n * “ ) 4 4
among the best known and most widely used i% the Student Instructional Report

(Sléi (Centra, 1972). Shaped partially by facutly review of proposed items

-

3

oo




. ht H
R ; . . : . . .
\ Jx o~ - N Lt B . . R
[} » .
. (’ . ~ . .
.o &
v ¢ RV s '
% e . * ! ‘Q" -~ o '
. N v
. & .
‘e A
- ’ £
[y . . - = 7’\ ' .
. a
v N . ) - - .
- .
- , . ey . . »
- > 3 ¢ - ¥

as. well as upon instructional’ “factors found in previous research, thig -

C . popular instrument seeks studené responses along a fsgr‘point scale ranging .

" from "Strongly Agree“ to "Strongly Dlsagree with an addltlonal category of, i,

« " -

"ot Appllcablc or Pon L Know A few 1tems are” formatted on a sllghtly

N L4 o

different scale. Content areas;include Ccurse Organization ‘and Content,

¢ . . R .

: ' Lnstrurtor—Student Relatlons, Communlcatlons Assignmenés and EvaLuatioh,

e Lecture, Dlscusslon-Semlnarsw Laboratories, and Student Tavolvement, i
. a . . [
addition fo respondent baek"round data. A comments sectlon is also lncluded »

4
- .’ . et -

which encourages open-ended yritten responses on any of the above topics,'
L4 . . - * L."’
“ and an opportunity is also provided for student critique of the device itself.
« « * Advantages of this insttument are its wide applicability-and its focus on
. . . v
. a clear purpose: feedback to faculty for course improvement. Yet there

-

- are inherent 11m1Lat10ns in a device with "something Eor everyone' and it is

likewise not uncommon for cons idorations relatefl to projected commerc1a1
. i N v ‘

success and wide market applicability to OVcrshadow such concerns as thco-

. .
. . 4

tetical clarity and the uniqueness of particular ‘contexts of use. 1In addition,
% o ! * * s
' it is not clear whether the usc of faculty to screen items and remove those
XY ‘ P h v

k] *
of which they did not apptove, cohtributed to strength or weakness ih the -

. device, . .

UNDERLYING CONCERNS, bF - EVALUATION ) . < - ®

e Regaxdless of advantages and dlsadvantages connected with the partlcular

of advantag ane = - »

- — .

" . ‘approach and farmat of data collectlon cfforts or the phllosophxcal VLewp01nt .

' ) represenLed in Lhelr modv of developman nd constructlon, there are underlying

'Q. N
. concerns in conncction with virtually every studeat evaluation that remain.the same.

" . _ . . .
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Among these arc the stab;lxty or reliability of ratings and their val1d1ty
k2

-
-

Correlat10ns between rat1ngs made at 1nterva1s ranglng from two weeks® (Lovell

and Haner, 1955) and half a semester (Costin 1968) to a year (Guthrie, 1954)
N . e ~ b * - -

" have comsistently produced cqrrelations of .70 and higher. Scveral different
';:“ N ‘ . - g . ' ' . 4
instruments_have also ‘been found to have considerable internal consistency

(Spencer and Alcamoni, 1970Q; Harvey and Barker, 1970; Guthrie, 1954; Maslow

and Zimmerman, 1956). Regardless of the particular method utilized to calculate

-

~re112L111ty, there is conslderable cadse’ for statlng that students can rate
A instruction with substanttal cohslstency. The issue of validity, however, ]
¢ o .
. !
raises a number ‘of JLfchu1L1es Wlth regard to ‘what: em;dence is accepted as
. ' b ‘4

being’ suEf1c1ent. McKeachie (1969) has observed that £aculty members could

* b LY » Q
judge the validity of student. ratlngs by match1ng thOm agalnst‘the goals the

¢ 1nsL1uctor held for the course. I& what has been termed a "student .as con-

~

sumef" orientation, cvidence ecxists that student's tend to give higher in-

- structor ratings in relation to the extent that they percelve they have met

cpurse‘objectiVes (Lathrop,leQS). This way of viewing validity would also

apply ro Eurtmer-course.enrollment by students wha have given high ratings..

3

\mKeachle and Solomon (1958) report some cvidence of such a relationship

though the evidence i° not always‘é;nsistent ('lobias and Hanlon, 1974).
alte:natlve source of evidence regardlng the validity of student \

ratings is found in the ratings given instructors or partlcelar courses by ‘

—
A

supervisory persenmel or other coileagues. Fhough significant correlations . .
' N "o

-

'betweepistedent and supervisory ratings are not always found (Webb and Nolam,

1955), most, positive results have been sulliciently low in magnitude to suggest

@ . N - R

»
4\4 - ]

- T

»
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-tht student ratings are. substantially d;fferent }n nature and have their om ° ° .
. v P -~ . R - ‘.

.

- - '.’.c o v, . ’ °,
. contribution to-make i attempts to evaluate instructional experiences
R L . o -

. . A

(Costln, Greenough, Mepgcs, 1971) It might be argued of course that the

.
-~

o"c d - *

! , Varlable of expellcnce and traxnlng is the variable to b; exam;hgd‘réthor .o
._". than- sﬁberv sory or c;lleague ratings. Findings from.SUCh'studigs, however, PR
L . range from negatlvc correl;tlon% (Rayder, 1968) to né slgﬁificant rdlaéiongh%p

(Heilman and erentrout, 1935): to a pO;;tl;; correlation between’ xperience' i ‘i°, ﬁ
- ! ~ R
K and fatings .{Walker, 1969) and between academlc rank and ratings (Gagc, 1961). .
4 -~

The findings of these and.other similar_studies can however -be unders ood "
N . . > . — .

.
. .
’ - ’ . .

more clearly as”an analysis is made of the particular definitions of "ekpericnce"
‘\

and "training" which are used. Substantlal p051tLVL rclatxonshlpa'can be

shom between speéific aspects of studont ratings and. prgcxsely defxncd >

, e ' measures of training or expericncc. Costin 1968y, fOr example, found that ;

« .

student ratings of graduate auslstants on Sub;OﬁlCS a“~"fcedback“ and "group . .

-

h . interaction' were clearly rclated to mhether or-hot the a551stanu§5hdd com- v e

,«\ hd LN

. pleted a course cmpha517$ng 1nstruct10na1 .techniques app11ed to the sUDJLLt . .

~

area in which they were Leachlng . : - e

L4 . . -

Porhaps the most: lntensely examined source of potcntlal validity for

. [y
.

. student. ratings ftas been the rcalm of performanec. The'notion is that if
- hd A - .
t e, R
« o student ratings of the instructional experience are.quite posLtive then it ’ .

v " is rehsonable to expect that a greater quality or quant1}y ol 1earnxng, or

~

J
,a-better academic pﬂaduct will result. The active decbate over some studies

- Y

of this nature whic¢h have been undertaken is no doubt reclated in part to the

-

. [ > *
technical difficulties which accompary the%eﬁécution of such studies J(Croubach ’

bl »

*and Furby, 1970). For cxample, (Rodin and Rodin, 1972) reported a negative

. - ' - . - Y '
° v M
* . - * .
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relationship between achicvement and - student ratings put the study has been* f . ¥
widely criticized. Methcdoloa1ca1 flaws may well account for the naturc of

N " }\

) )
the findings (Rodin, &rcy, and Gessner, 1975) As Eagle (1975&-poihts out, ..

ya Te e L9 s
L. - not only have subsequent.studies failed‘tc replicate the findings, but‘inl I
. # Y . -

- v ¥ Y

¢ vgstlgators such as’ Bryson (1974), FrLy (1974),. and Gessncr (1973) haVQ ‘all .
. "« ‘ LY
afound achxcvgment 1athg c01rnlat103% to be positive in, nature.ﬂ Tt. should , ’ N

. - "

be clearly noted, houever, tha& Iinding a 1inknbetwbgn performancc or achieve- .

.

™ . ..

o . ’ . ' -

: . ment and spuden;,ratings is quite different from finding such a, link between {
- ¢ ’ o ' L f o .

rat1ngb and the biasing variable of grades. Relationships of the latter '

~

.
N

sort, have been weak in magn1tudg (Costln Grcerauah and Mengcs 1971).»: st

. 3
~ . ~
' . .

In a very well-executed attpmpt to deLcrmine if the pos;tiv@.relatiopshipg

- - v

between achievement and ratlnns found in earlier sﬁudiés (Frey, 1973; ! . .

CLSSHLT, 1)73 gulllvan aud Skanes,, 1974) were rel1able Frey, Leonard, and -

L .

‘ ) Bqatty (1975) produce ngdcnce which Jndicathb that stable links can be Sy

v
3
- ¥ “ r

,established between a number of aSpects~£ound in studcnt ratings ard sub- ‘. . i
° . e - o, . : as
. sequent measured achievement. This "directional thrust™ as 'Scott (1975)

. Al .
& I ,Z' . - a

[ " phrases 1Q, is the most signilicant Lacot of tha study. Since one Jbarrier” ° .
. 1] -

R + - ' .

. to obtaining strong, consistent Qalldatxnb evidence for student ratings has » v

: ‘- - - /*“~4

been the ihhdequaay of the instrumehts used to measure student learning, Scott
. ’ o« . . ) - '71
"o urges further effort toward criterion measurces which would allow a more com-

é . . a’ : .
plete examination of the rfationghip between achievement and ratings. ‘One’
t ) - h " 1 .

possibility suggested‘in‘tﬁis‘regard’is ckgiuse of matrix item saqpling .

o

a
& . { ] - )
. L3 f N ° . ¢

o~
-
o
.
.

v . (Sirotnik, 1974). e

]
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“istudent ratings is that highlighted by Crittendon and Norr (1975).

11

¢ v /
The central issue in the quest for the establishment of validity for
Ratings
?

Class

LY .

must be distinquished from variables which act as "biasing factors".

- 2

“student sex, major, ethnic group, and a host of other influcnces must

size,

be‘found to be substantially independent of ratings. Useful references to a

myrlad of such 1nvest1gat10ns are read:ly avallable (Crittendon and Norr, 1975

Menges, 1972; Centra, 197~, Costln, Greenough, and Menges, 1971) When this

A '-;Ei.‘.f'_ . N .. . . .
S%pagsive amount of data’is surveyed it is in some ways remarkable and as .

»

«

.Fagle (1975) notes "encouraging" that the correlations are’for the most part

These so-called '%1a51ng factors" 51mp1y do uot account for

°

relatively low,
<, X
the majority of the variance Eound in student ratings.

%

Lt would secm that

~ E

"informatioﬁ about student perceptions of instructional experiences is suf-

“

I

T f1c1ent1y 1ndcpendont from other sources®of’ evaluative, Jnformatlou to be one

+
3
1

PR A providod oy v

%

of a number of uscful "w1ndows" (Scott, 1975), Lhrough which to vicw lnstructlon.

NEE

Slmllarlly Lt appoars that " the kuformatlon obtained can be both reliable and
va11d and that such data can have a use ful impacL on students, Eaculty, and

b o

howcver, overcome the

. »

challenges of issues related to validity and reliability for.no blanket
-3 ¥

admlnlstrators (Centra, L973) Bach instrument must

. validity exists (Eagle, 1975). - - ‘

>
.
.

RATIONALE FOR ADDITIONAL INSTRUMENTATION .

.

b3

»
-
¥

.,

R ., <
Given the abundance of a widc.variety of student rating forms (Werdell,

o

"1967; Ebefl}1970 provide a survey of many. currently in use) it scems on thc

£ \ -

face of th*ngs to be an 111 adV1§ed task to f01mulate et another lnstrumcnﬁ.

Perhapo the key to understandlng the initiation of work on instrumentation

.

-r

Félated to studeht ratlnﬂs at College of the' Malnland lies in a suggestion
: Q"l ¢ s

by Halstcad (1970) that’ ratlpg dOVICeS should be geared to the specific theo-

-

Vo

«

ret1ca1 model of 1nstructﬁon being applied in the courses to be-evaluated.

. . -
’

-
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This suggestion Bas, it appears, gone unnoticed. Current instruments seem

ey e - . . - - .

to assume that instructien consists of a scries of lectures which accompany

limited discussion, and/or a laboratory experiencc of some form. Such de- |

vices are almost exclusively formulated on the basis of. teacher bchavior or
LY

inferred traits aind reflect a-highly instructor-dependent model of learning.

“Additionully, the possibility of providing computer generated results, in-
‘cluding comparisons with other horizontal or vertical categories of instruction

Rl a

within or outside an institution, as well as indicating in a like manner

possible sources of assistance for faculty revision of instructional expe-
. v : . °
rience,. has scarcely been acknowledged. Due to these and similar reasops,

- - - Chan

and "as the outgrowth of an institutional commitment to programmatic solici-
£ . - . . .

AN = @« .
‘ ~. j‘acion and utiiization‘of studint ébiniOn,‘ﬁbu present project was undértdkcn.‘
. L ) B RN .
\ - DEVELOPMENTAL GUIDELINES | - g o . L ..
T o In harwony w{;hvgenural systems thinking as applied tg educational con-
D e ‘ ‘ ] .
texts, an examination of‘thc_currgnt flate“of collecting aﬁd using stddcnt
@ . - . . : .. . L e .
e reactionélto instruction was conducted. This cffort yielded;the Eﬁgwlodgg..‘
¢ - v <

o
that while there were a number of quasi-formal student reaction devices in 77
.o ] *

Py s

' . ‘\ . N . Nt .
o use, they were of highly uneven quality, usuully containing ‘serious flaws

. « 1
£y

”

- - FRURBESRN 3 et e

from a measurement point of view and often, the kind of information that »

K} . . N B
was obtained eeuld as easily have been gained from a supplemental section

.
»

(3

added by the instructor to another device. There were however at least two

exceptions to this goneral state of affairs and these two instruments will

L)

& " .

pfove‘useful in latter stages of developing an_ institutions wide program of

. -

assessing student perceptions of instruction. One of these‘devices,,gurrently

~
W7
R .

..0- : | 14 ." . . .. ]
ERIC™ . S o
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. st L ) .- / . e o
being used with entering students suffering fr?m severe deficits in terms -
S f . . * .
y of basic skills, might well become an alternate form of the instrument described 2o
‘herein. ,On a college wide leyel, Lhe form most widely used underwent the =~ - s
Q9 .
scrutiny of both internal and external evaluators. The conclusions at which '
both indiViduals arrived were in essential agreement (Dobbins, 1975), and ~\\mh--
/“ '
refle”ted the areas of. inadequacy outlined above together with others of a . ~ < :
' ’ - . e 2 . " :’/ '
., Mmore technical nature. To further shape;the direction of the instrumentation
L ; .
efﬁqrt, several administrative leaders within the institution who were direc-
' ,-:w . - » v
tly concerned with instruetion prov1dgd a number of constraints upon the de-
= -,
) vice and a serles of dQSLrable specifications to be mec. In summary the \
- N % -
' expressed desire was that the \final product be’ - T v
. . o ]
: R . "‘based in and refleotive of the institutional commitment-to - o
what would be termed systematic instruction., This model ) b
~of instruction, adopted and fostered by the college, in- U . -
~ volves the use of concepts such as student predssessment
. ° clear objectives acyoss all categories and Jevels of the v
» cognitive and affective domains, objectives tied closely
to behavior, flexibility and ready availability of learning
materials, continious progres’s and variability in instructional " -
A © ' pace, and non-punitive grading directly related to course o :
»ob;ectives ’ , . b )
L . applicable to-all d£¥L51onS within the collcge including ' ' o) s
~ . academic, vocational~ technical and non—credit offerings ' .
. . . L. ) \,‘ . ) .
’ . appropriate for administration in quasi-traditional courses ° |
_ and ;should provide some indication of the degree to which ]
N a course is moving toward the model of instruction, encouraged A
' by the college . : .
3 feas:bly administered at any time during the duration of
a course. (Many courses at the college involve continuous ) o
registration and course length varies widely as more A
. dimensions if instructional fleXibility are introduced ! . e
. . . K . ' N 6 7
' . adninistered within 30 minutes'or less and involve a minimun .
ES
N . amount of faculty time relative to administration
!%."0 4 - ) ¢ ~
[} ¥ ._-_"
. ° “ | N * ° * ’
. . A K “ . 7
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. scored by computer and returned to the faculty in time
. for results to influence the subsequent offering of a
M . . course ) o .

. . - B

. amenable to' faculty self interprctations with a mini- ' .
oL mum reliance and assistance from outside the imstitution

. hd [

. flexible enough to allow for collection of add1t10nal
o information by individual faculty’

. designed so as to pIOVlde comparisons betwcen instructors,.’
. sections of given course, course .groupings within a -
: * division (departments), and divisions within the college
as well as comparisons” betweeh a particular course section .
and each of thesc instructiondl levels. S : v

. capable of mqgsur1ng student preceptions of personal
> growth ‘and an emerging "independent learner! orientation
{vhice has been a hlghhpr10r1ty outcome sought by the
college since its* incéption. . A%

NI
. ”

P}

=

. .o

s., P éELECTiON 0F~FAC&0RS'AN§ iTEMS.FOé FIELD %EST . : ' -
‘ Pro;;ded with tﬁeée product Spccffiéétions and some notion of whatshas
3 - - . .
been denc iﬂséitﬁtionally,&iLh rcspéct to student perceptions of instruction, e
S, o .
) developmental work was begun within the resource constraintstalloch in terms | . .

¢ i . . - L, e -

of time, persanngl,ﬂand‘fiuances, Factors which wera selected as the result
ofi an examination of literature related to individualized instruction and

other “systematic approaches. These.“féctorﬁ" included 1) the organization

. e
M . . » N

o and structure of the learning experience, 2) the lcarning'materials that -

. are utilized, 3) the perceived value of the dbursg_gpn:cnt, 4) the instructor .

or learning mamager as a teacher, and 5) the quality of.the interactions which N
. ty < . . .

take placé between the students and the instructor or learping manager. Many

of the items chosern to represent these factors as the initial version of the

instrument were those [ound to have been highly associatcd with constraints

- v
' A . +

ERIC ~ © | e T o
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L of a like nature in research with other student«rating devices. Preliminary
L) *

t

o .statistical studies show these items to be reasonably stable. Others of course,

! " represent an attempt to find additional items which will serve to insure a
! statistically acceptable minimum number of items for cach factor. .

i { . A number of psychological advantages to the individual have been claimed

to accrue-.to students exposed to flexible systematic approaches to imstruction

i | (Young and Van MondIrans, 1972). ©Due to such claims and an institutiomal * ¢

’ stress upon promoting student growth through‘instruction, a number of eaperi-
-;} . . N ”

mental items were included which relate to d hypothesized factor of "perceived

~ .

-

pérsonal growth.".“This factor.is at present a hypothetical notion and evidence

- I Y Noow
_may or may not be prgd to support its presence. It may in -fact be reclated .
LSRR ~ . . . . ~

: e - KEN . .
to the dimensioif of student 1nvo%yement or. personal nceds as found in some

. .

previdhs studies or highly similar to a scale of internaldéxternal locus of

~ A

.

control. Additionally, two items which solidit information of importance to. o
. f -Cms, Lon ¢ ‘ : ?
-« . ) o

~ - N

+

‘ a perceived incidence of cheating and a student analysis of the evaluation

P
.

acéivity itself. Thg latter is considered of hfgh priority in‘College of

r‘

i

[

|

i

k

|

i

§ ,

} a wide variety of personnel at’the institution arc present. These rclate to
i

; the Mainland documents re

.

lating to systematic coursé development procedures -

to be used at the institution. P

.
S

The pri@itive edition @f the iInstrument new b%ing ficld tested for sub-

0y -

. hd : Al 3 ol -
séquent editing and revision also contains an abmormally large number of itecms

related to student background characteristiecs. While some of this information
& . [

will yield helpful”additi?ns to the currently held profile of the dollege stgdeqt e

- bpdy, especially with regard tJ those énrbllcd in non-credit offerings, most '

AN N «

.
. - -
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of these will be useful in confirming the relationship or lack thereof between

-

ratings and numerous biasing variables and will be made use of in subseque%t

validity studies connected with the instruments refinement. Since its avowed

»

" . . . . N
purpose .is to ‘tap student perception of where a particular course stands as
currently constituted with respect to certain dimengions thought to be an

integral part of the model of instruction adopted by the college it—tas been

christened, Student Assessment of Systematic Instruction (SASI).

SASTI: CURRENT CONTENT AND FORMAT .

JThe specific items grouped according to the fdctors which cbnstitutc
“)\ K
the f1eld test version of SASI aqullstgdﬁbelow._ It should be’ noted that as

they appear on the student rating form 'itself, approximately half the y(ems .
aSSOC1ated w1th each factor are reversed in dlrectlon to dvomd the effects

of response sgt,or inattention and all factonS'are systematically rotated

with:no two consecutive items fépresenting;éhe same factor.

.. T, ORGANIZATION & STRUCIURE OF LEARNING

] T . * &
wWhat I am to learn is made clear. :*.

.

Assignments are clear and defiaite,
I understand how I am being graded.
I am graded on the.basis of vhat I am expected to 1earn.
Classes meet and are dismissed on time.

The awount of work assigned is about right.

The time allowed to cover the material is about right.

I received a printed course documcnt which is uscful,
The coutrse is well orgamnized.

The course is follow1ng the printed course documcnt.

. ’ s

g

¢
. e,

73
¢ e

— .
O\ooo>\xc\m4.~uxo:r—*
.
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) II. LEARNING MATERIALS

. Printed materials are readable. : ¢
The textbook is satisfactory. . <
I Tike the materials used. )
The. audio=visual materials for this course -are-helpful.
Students have a choice of learning materials.
Necessary materials are .usually available.
The learning materials ate helpful.
Materials are understandable. IR .
The 1ibrary is helpful to me in this course. - _ .
Materials seem to be presented on my level. : e

¢

_ ITL.. PERCEIVED VALUE OF CONTENT

. What I am learning is worthwhile.

.

Important topics .are stressed.

. * I have become interested in further stu&y of the subject.

WO NOTW WD

I can use what I am Zearning. - , .

I would' rate this gourse higher 'than others I have taken here.
Taking this course has been a goodcexperience. .

"I attend this class regularly. - Col Lo

I would rate this course higher than most T hdve taken. »
Most people would benefit from fhis-course. .

* ) ot ¢

2
-

IV, STUDENT PERCEPTION OF PERSONAL GROWTH

This course is changing my view of myself. &

I am developing a better understanding of other péople. *
This course is hélping me rely more omn myself. -
I feel claser to other people’as a result of this course.

‘T now know more about myself. _

I wiIlﬁngwwgrobably,study more on my owWn.

_This course is changing how I think.

It is easier now to _see other points of view.

I am learning that ‘I can change the way things are.’

. N 2

V. CLASS LEADER OR MANAGER ‘AS A TEACHER e e
N ~ < . .

Ovefall, the instructor is a good tdacher. . -
The instructor seems to be interested in the subject.
The instructor speaks clearly. '

The instructor answers questions. . .

.’ The instructor knows a great” deal dhout the subject.

The instructor is sure and confident.

The instructor is usually free from annoying mannerisms.
The instructor  °ps-my interest. '

I would like to ke another course. from this instructor.
The instructor's answers to questions are accurate.

The instructor can handle di fficult situations.




|
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VI. QUALITY OF STUDENT INTERACTION
- ‘s WITH LEARNING MANAGER OR TEACHER

The instructor keeps regular office hours.
I can gat help from the instructor out$ide of class. . o
The instructor shows respect toward students.
The instructor takes gn interest in students.as persons.
Students can express their opinion. ‘
. Differences of opinion arc allowed. o .
Grading is impartial. ;
There is quite a bit of student participation in the class.
. ‘The instructor seems to like being with the students. -
No one in this .course gets special treatment. o
. . g
e - 7 VIIL. INDEPENDENT ITEMS ] P
1. There is no cheatlng . . ; .
~“~._ 2, _Having students cvaluate courses is worthwhllc.
3. \Sgpplementary questions prepared by lnstructore,
. \\\~ .. LT T . e

) In terms of individﬁET\daga, the student. is asked to indicate:

\\‘ & . . F

QWO WULLWN

-

1. Type of program in whlch hn\is.enrolled ..
o 2.  Current enrollment‘pattern with respectrro credit and non—eredlt
o s . " . courses. y - T

- e

3. Number of ‘semesters of prior-attendance at the institutioms—. -
4. Extent and type of current employment. . T
5. Characterlsttc level of perceived academic per formance. ’
. 6. Ethnic group. = o
. 7. The number of pre- sehool children.at *home. oo
’ 8. Birthdate. . . ,
h 9. Sex. ) - N
10. Previous number of times this semester the SASI has becen fllled out’,
11 Language commonly spoken at home. . .
* T . | % . . ot Ri
»“ WITH RESPECT TO EACH ITEM, THE STUDENT IS ASKED TO READ FACH STATEMENT
. CAREFULLY AND DARKEN THE SPACE ON THE ANSWER SHEET THAT BEST DESCRIBFS
HIS OR HER OPINION ACCORDING TO TIE FOLLOWING SCALE‘
1 . (1) Strongly Agree. %bu strongly agree with the stagement as it
o applies to this course. . d
. A (2) Agree. You agree more than you disagrece with the statement as
R : 'it applies to this coursa
3) Disagﬁee. You disagrce more than you agree with the statcment .
as it-applies to €his course. . - -
Y. ' (4) Strongly Disagree. You strongly disagree with the etatement as -
R ¥ . -it applies to this course.
o " (5) Not Applicable or Don't Know. The statement does not apply to .
e this course, or you simply are not able to’ give a knowledgeable e

responsc.

»
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cluded in the instrument.

STEPS OF DATA ANALYSIS _ ‘

Two lgvels of analysis are performed for each of the item groupings in- -

- [} . >
.The first level of analysis is designed to answer ~
. ) A

the'question "With fespect to cach factor measurcd, how does this septién as

a whole compare in relation to other sections of the same caurse, the.same ¢
Gd - LR "

4 B
- . «

department, the same division, and in the college?"

-

The answer to the question

is given through use of one of the following terms:
+ ) A ‘

average, below average, or low. Thﬁycomputation procedure utilized to cxecute-

high, abave average,

N ) : ’ ¥ N

the first level of analysig can be reduced to the following steps: / -
Determihe the common varlance of tho items in ..
‘an item ‘group. 'S . ) N

- 2 . M . N
+ Establish weighting for cach of the items in the

item group:zbased on the degree of common variance

of the item with the™other -items (some' itemsare
: better measures and therefore will carry hlgher

weight). . e

I

. 1.

i
N
&

~Compute: the group statistics.for the item group --
mean (or average), ‘standard deviation, standard
crror 'of the mean -- computations performed by,

o class, course, dcpartment, division, and college.
* 4. Since the arithmetic mean-(or average) is subject ° .
to errors of measurcment, calculate the confidence :
interval-about the mean such that we -can state with - ok
~ 95% confidence that the "true" mean lies within the .

N interval. .

N -
4

Determine the item group rating accordlﬂg to the

folloW1ng rules: o . -
a. HaV1ng Gstabllshed the confidence intexval for a s
\\\\ given class, rate -the class- below averdgu -compared
! \\to college; the course, decpartment, d1V1510n, if -
.th mean of the designated grouping falls within
ths\Canld nce interval of the class; and rate the
class\hh\¥e average if the mean of the designated
“sgrouping falls belaw the lower limit of the class
confldence\\ngfrval e v 3 ) . -

- [N
a
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b. 1If the class is rated above average -and, the class - L
mean is 10% or more points above the mearr,of the >
. de31gnated group, revise the rating of the class~ ) .

- to "high;" or if the class is rated below ‘average :

) . . : and the class mean is 10% or more points, below
the mean of the designated group, revise the rating

given the class to "low R .

Y

#Note: All scores are converted to standard scores

. ‘L with a mean of 50 and a standard deviation of 10 .
. ' for statistical reasons. Hence, 10 poxnts is 1 ® <

. standard deviagion unit.

The second level of analysis performed for each of the 'item groupings

i
\

. . o, 2. N N ‘
|

\

° . "is designed to answer the question -- "how may the rating obtained in the

previousAanalysis be explained?" 'pur<ana1ytica] methods can give-only &,
partital answer, or perhaps only some clues. The answer(s) are framed in-

-
- -

R terms of item ratings given in the factor by Eactcr report;for eaph course=- ‘. s
I Sedtion: B L e o |
P  The items Ghiéﬁ form the basis of the .group--score and;rating'arc. . "
’themsQIVés ranked high to low based on&thc mean studcnt‘ratings received o
\ by each The &eighting of cachvicem is diSplayed along with the arithmctic ? ..

average and standard deviatron of the ratrngs recelved. Items receiving

high mean ratings byustudents and those posscssrng hiyh weightings gith

1]

"regardvrpza particular gactor are most influential in producing high group . .

o

scores-on that factor. Iteéms havlng “low mean" ratrngs, yet possessing high

s

, ) A
factor weights, contribute to low group scores. Lower weighted items, irre-

- i‘ ’ v -

. : L .
¥ spective of mean ratings, contribute less to the group score. . »

‘REPORTING OF RESULTS o - ’ L

*

AV

A report in' the form of a multi«page computer printoub is subsequently

r each faculty mcmber which provides three basic kinds pf infor- “

v ’ prepared fo
mation. rirst, student perceptions relative to each. factor in - every éourse- '
- - . - A
- ), _‘i - ha s “( v ) w R ,
e \:i “o; - B . . . r ..
! EN,C ) o3 * * - . 22 ) . b ) e
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* .
- - ’

% .

section for,%hichAthg instructor is responsible are summidrized and reported.

Second, a number of relative comparisons are made between student perceptions

in a pérticglar class with perceptions of other section of the course, the

division and the institution. Third, an item by item breakdown is giver’

'3

with respect to student responses on every item associated with each factor.

Those items which do. not contribute significantly to aiz of the six distinct
[} , .

.
.

factors currently being measured are grouped togethor at the end of the re-

" . . .

port under the heading of "Independent Items" with only item information
. « a [V

.

~

-being reported since no known factor is involved. ) .

Apﬁendix A contains a page from a computer rcport typical of that re-

. ‘e

ceived by each faculty member, Note that in the tcp léft portion of thé_page ’

- .
a N

many of the symbols used in.gbg report are cxplained. To th right of that

. VR . . :
explanation is found a table which summarizes the number of respondents to

- »

‘thé instrument in terms of classes, courses, students, and the like.

. - i . s
- The remainder of thpxﬁfigg;ut is presented oh a course scction by -
y @ K2 ey : . .. ' * N
course section basis with the results (by factor) for each. course section

being reported in the following order: (1) Structure and Organization of

«

Léa?ning,”(2) Learning Materials, (3) Value of Cqurse Content, (4) “Perceived
Personal Growth, (5) Instructor or Learning Manager as a Teacher, and (6)
* ) - . ~ L .o

s .
Quality of Student-Instructor Interaction. ' .

\ -
With regard te each factor, results are presented in an identical .

N <

sequence. On thg left, the class, course, department, division, and college

. -

mean ratings for the factors.in question are listed along with numeric limits
o - N . ¥

[N
.

within which we can be confident (at a 95% level) that the "srue" mean rating

This concept of confidénce limits, though perhaps initially difficult

.

.
-

23 ~

7 ¢ ™
. .
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- H
to grasp, is an important one. All measurements contain some error due to
s *

. -

<

imperfect instrumentation, responée varizbles, and a plethora of other in-.

. ’

: . es o i} s
fluences. Even repeated measurements with a refined instrument under highly

contrdlled conditions would not .climinat¢; all> sources of error. Any scores

or measurements we present then only approximate a truc and gecurate measure=

.

_ment. Therefore, an attempt has bhecn made to recport a range within which we

L [

can be confident that the "erue' score is located. Additionally, the standard

j— M L
L]

deviation, which is an indication of.liow dispersed or spread, out the ratings

-

are, is provided. In thi%‘example, note that the pat{hgs of the class tended

Ra—

to be more spread out or\vary'to a greater extent than did student pcrceptions *

of thegsame factor generally throughout the division. =~ ° T
+ N ) 1.

“ o the rlght of this data, "a graphic display of comparatlve arlthmetxc R

-~ -~

means and confidence limits is given with these same rolatlonships summarlaed
1
verbally ‘on the right hand $ide of the’pago. an can eacily scaq, fgr_eﬁample,
. a2 we »® £
P e ’ * '-‘
that the mean class per¢eption on the, factor summarized in this portion of .
. * .t o

~

the report is, :?xh respect to the mean peiceptions in.all sections of the

v

4 N - : N .
same course below average but is above average whew compatred with- perceptions
e 0T R ' . v \

LY

of the same factor thrgughout the department. . - .- .

-

»
]

Detailed daLa with rescht to ecach item associated w1th the particular ,

.. - —

LAY

factor belng .reported, follows. At the exté%me left of thls display the -,

"Ratn" column is 1nd1cat1vu of‘whcther the average student raﬁxng of the

. - ' B

item is significantly‘above,‘nenr, or below average. The items average

~

lrating on the four po{ht Eesponse scale being utilized‘follows, alogg yith

a measure of hod‘diSpersed or spread out the rvatings were on this item (sD

~

[
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Subsequent, columns in this display indicate (1) the rclative importance or
? N .

-

impact of the item in the factors composition, (2) the'percentage of
¢ . / .

respondents checking the "ndt applicable/don't know" option, (3) & classit-
« - .

”»

. . _ ‘
fication.of this percentage as being significantly abovg, .near,,or below -

average, and (4) the number of the item as.it'appreared‘in bhe instrument.

B M . ) .

Items are listed in an order reflecting their positive coptribution &o‘

the factor fgtﬂNgi_ Examining iten weigﬁtiﬁgs and printed order visually thus

B

provides a simple and rapid method for discerning potential rcasons for ob-

tained factor ggtings. The same data might. be utilized as initial guidd-
3 - - o - .

N

. = .
posts in determining likely strategies for increasing student ratings on a
P 1 ‘ M

. N \ 0

A ]
particular fgctorkw Note that items which were origindlly phrased in negative

13

terms have, in the reported results, been rcversed and arc stated in the
) . R . . N (

3 : ) " ~ .
positive, ‘ ) ?

-

N . . . \.
‘Item. information includes an’ analysis of the degrec of ocgurrence
. . * N )

g
P P <

of missing responses and responses to the "not applicable" .response alter-
* hd . . [4

native. Overall responseiratpé are computed py item-for the college as a’

whole and comparison is then made to the item response ratd®s for each class. ~$;

. 4

Differences are indicated when the number ‘of missing and "not applicable' s,
N ‘

-
0 - hd
) - - . .

~ e . . . -
responses differs significantly in the class.
s .

P *
‘\Y-. W

s . <
- £ ] . .
Additional ifformation concerning the number of occurrences of

A

"no

o« & ’ . R . . . .
response' and '"not applicable" responses is provided with the item display . .

R - - , - .,
_which contains the mgan rating and standard deviation. Items-will be excluded

) . X :‘ C )
from reports’ for a particulax class ‘atialysisswhen the number of responses

of the total number of

<

indicating “nop'applicablqydon't know'" exceeds 50%

. - . - Y N
students in the class who fill out the instrument. .

¢ -~
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I . . N ; R :
" structured or open endeq item.additiens were alsd encquraged. Anécdotal * '

. e . s et L ® N "
The instrument as herein described was .administered to a noni-representative Con
. $ LAY v »

' ~,

. ‘ ° e L@ .

sample of the student body/during December, 1975. Imstructors administered the

“ . . \ R . :'?‘ * . . . .

. . . B N \' e Y L
form on a voluntary basis but ‘all instructors were encduraged.to utilized it S
with at least ong of their classes. It is-estimated tﬂ;t between ten<dnds - -

- ’ ) . ' . ’ \C

fifteen percent of the fall student,enrollement respdnded at least ohce to . * .t

4 L4

the device but at time of administration owing to the degree on ipstructional -

Y . . ’ »

I

flexibility already extant in the normal operations of the Lollége, mgny‘ o }
~ N rl - . ';

courses had' alréady concluded, and a number of additional students had already
. - q v B i

. . * .

§9mpieted courses that’ were, for other students, §till operationai.' Whgle

> e

instructors wer% encouraged to supplement thc'diViqg with i;%ms covering con- N
. . . _— ‘.‘ . . - ‘Q . \ a".
cerns unique.to a particular class or eoursc, most gained such data by using "

I *

vhatever devise they had cm loyed previously. Therefore a number of studénfi
A y had ¢mp 3 !

- N .

> > » l 3 ) A > M
responded to more than onme. device in evaluating a particulad® course: Semi-

~n i < . w

‘ o

-
.

: : - < e - :
reports indicated an average response time of approximately 2; minutes for
) . ~ . ) L .
initial responders with a response time approaching "15 ,minutes for some -

N
.
- s . .

a
studenrts who completed the form in a fourth ‘6r €ifth class., Owing to a

4
-

number of, variables adveésely &ffecting the fall administration, - vl Y

-

including *sample composition, ?he unfortunate tiﬁiug of’materials'distribuﬁion L "
fncluding a delay in pldcing a user's manual (Nelson and Dobbing, 1975) in
* A S e
. . . : . s " i L ’
the hands’of faculty, a decision was made to process information.from a.far -
¢ el . ; -
8.

more extensive adminis@ration of. the SASI in‘March of 1976, pribr Ed~rewf§ing

’ s P ‘ - .. ! . . T ’
and refining the student form and data collection protedures’ -
> . - =3

e —_— v
- -

Q - N \ P .
. .
F . . 4 . . Y - - - 3
L « : . D
: . . el )
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FUTURE DIRECTIONS * .

,validate a most measurement instrument is substantially indeed. College of

. ~ :
° possible ‘retention in its present or an.altered form or veplaced. 1In a

similar 'vein, the existing factors included in the” ficld-test version of the

N . - - ;
. current device to a greater degrge, toward func

EN

The time and -effort as well as.the other.resources needed to develop and

1) » t

»

-~

the-Mainland is committed to using information from students as one of several

.inputs through which to evaluate and 1mpro'e 1nstruct10nal eXperiehces. During

~‘! -
the cufrgnt academ1c year a beglnnlng has been made. As one result of the

stydent’ assessments collected this year, each item will be scrutidized for
," .

. . » ¢ °
N N\, . . .

" \ -

v A : K - . N
-+, 'device will be examined for possible.chgnge$ in number and structure., A nuiber

PRI LI ° ’ .
of approaches W111 be. 1nvest1gateo in a quest for leldlty

With a somewhat more oxtended time.- frame im m1nd‘ the p0551b1l1ty nf e

P -

using computer reports to prOV1de more letailed diaghosis of the aspects of

» v . ~

( a

1nstguct10n needing mod1£1cat10n, and as a réferral mechanism for individual

\
-
I .

faculty to 1nd1cate sources, of, aSS1st/pLe in maklng suth 1mprovements will !

4

. N -

{on las been given }o,shaplng the

hqpefulfy be explored. . Soma conside
N N ] .

ning as a general barometer -

with respect to the ma jor cléments of systematic 1nstruct10n wh11e developing

. <

a‘series oft shorter, more, focused diagnostic 1nstrument§°with wiich to pinpoint™’
. . ?

. .

" the specific facets of the instructional systen nced remediationm For uxample,

.

o#te .such diagnostxc devxce might dwell entirely ‘on the sultabxhty andﬁ avail-

N - L1

ability of the learnlng materlals uoed in the course and contain 1temb related

to readablllty, cultucal bias,. accessibility and the like. The overall gaal

. - .

of such“exploratlons would however remain what it has always beLn, to develop .

.

a program of collectlng and using student perceptlons of Lnstructlonal prtriences

.

which is based on the model of systematic lnutructlon ad0pted by Collebo of

- .

the Mainland: R : :

-

=g
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- ] 1 NUMBER IN EACH CLASSIFICATION

R : , 4 ‘ , S.A.S.I. RESULTS ~ -
EXPLANATIONS OF SYMBOLS " DIVN, DEPT. ‘ e ¢ _ -

X = Arithmetic Mean ' SD = mnmummnm Déviation 30 " omww , owwwm Mwmwo . » L
WT = Item Weight . _ NA = Not Applicable , s , 60 . 1000 - 3000 INST.-College of the Mainl
" $G = Significantly High~ SL.+ Significantly Low H " 1o 50 - 1550 DIVN, -Industrial Education
L0 ~ ’ EN AV = ><mﬂ.m.mm . - 3 0 UMWH lsmHQu.ﬂ.W
HI = Confidence Limits (We may assume with 95% surity : ) 9 COUR,-Arc Smwmwum 101
that .the "True'" mean lies within these limits) . 30 SECT.-.01 )
“ , *FACTOR - LEARNING MATERIALS .
- " ° ¢ . »
DISPLAY OF MEANS AND CONFIDENCE LIMITS n ‘ SUMMARY. OF COMPARTSONS o )
. . . . , COMPARED  _THIS CLASS  THE COURSE THE DEPARTMENT THE DIVISION
CONF, IMIS. T o TO RATES RATES . . RATES RATES
* ,10/X /HI SD . | . THE o . ) -
52 56 60 15. CLASS “ (=--X---) COURSE -BELOW AVERAGE- \ ‘ ‘ T
61 64 67 14 COUR, & , v : (--X--) ' DEPARTMENT -ABOVE AVERAGE- - HIGH -~
4446 48 11 DEPT. ) (-X%=) : , DIVISION - - AVERAGE = - ~HIGH -  -BELOW AVERAGE-
51 53 5510 DIVN. (-X=) . COLEEGE  -ABOVE AVERAGE- -HIGH - = -BELOW AVERAGE- ->mo<m »m@m
49 50 51 10 COLL. : X) e . S .
’ o%...%a‘ﬂ..-..oo.o....‘1.......—.H..w..ﬁmwmooc.o ’ ' : -
. 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70 . - _ . T ;
) : . .
| . ! RATEMEAN SD. WI. %-NAITEM - , .
S ITEM %AV 3.3°1,0 .82 3-HI 21  PRINTED MATERIALS ARE READABLE. . . 1TEM T
, " BY Av 3,3 ,9 .80 3 HI 3 ., I LIKE THE‘LEARNING MATERIALS THAT ARE BEING USED. BY
| ITEM | . AV 3,0 1,0 .70 5 HI 10 THE AUDIO-VISUAL MATERIALS FOR THIS COURSE ARE HELPFUL.  ITEM
. - ANALYSIS AV 2.6 .9 .30 5 AV 36 STUDENTS HAVE A CHOICE OF LEARNING MATERIALS. _ ANALYSIS
| . , SAV 2.4 .8 .25 6 AV 55 NECESSARY MATERIALS ARE USUALLY AVAILABLE, . S~
| AV 1.8 1.0 .75 7 L0 42 THE TEXTBOOK IS SATISFACTORY. . - . .
1 T AV 1.3 .9

.66 4 L0 28- MATERIALS SEEM TO BE PRESENTED ON Zx. .ﬁm<mﬁ T
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